
10 THE VILLANOVAN

A FEDERALIZED EDUCATION
The tendency toward paternalism grows apace.

The inclination on the part of the several states to

relinquish this severeign rights to the federal gov-

ernment becomes daily more marked. The dangers
of centralization and bureaucracy voiced by Presi-

dent Coolidge within the past year has fallen on
deaf ears. The Prussianism against which we
railed so bitterly is becoming dangerously immi-
nent in our own land.

Perhaps this tendency is nowhere more clearly

indicated than in the recent revival of the attempt
to federalize education. The Smith-Towner Bill

of '18, the Towner-Sterling Bill of '23 is again
trying to edge its way into the nation's statute

book. Pigeon-holed and side-tracked, its friends

valiantly return to the attack in the hope that

Congress will take to its bosom the measure that
has already twice come to an ignonimous end.

Briefly, the bill creates an executive depart-
ment in the government's machinery to be known
as the Department of Education. It further pro-

vides for the appointment of a secretary of educa-
tion who shall be a member of the President's

Cabinet. The friends of this measure claim that
its real purpose is to secure a more efficient real-

ization of national interests, to co-ordinate and
integrate the educational forces of the nation.

They insist that the secretary of education would
be an educational leader and in no sense an educa-
tional dictator.

In a recent publication, one of the country's

foremost educators seeks to allay the fear of

bureaucracy with specious and plausible argu-
ment. "The new status of the secretary of educa-
tion," he writes, "and the new prerogatives which
he would enjoy in relation to the state department
of education would differ in no way from the rela-

tionship which the Commissioner of Education has
entered into as the head of the Bureau of Educa-
tion in the Department of the Interior. The more
adequate resources placed under his control for

investigation and reports, and the greater import-
ance that would be attached to the higher official

rank in an exclusively official society represent the

only significant innovations contained in the bill."

All of which is very comforting and reassuring.

We realize that it is bad form to look a gift

horse in the mouth, but in the present circum-
stances we are moved to examine this equine's

molars even though we are guilty of a faux pas.

While the text of the bill seems innocent of

any tendency toward federal control of education,

the measure is by its very nature a step in that

direction. Either the bill creates federal control

or it does not. If it does not then the Federal

government is committed to the fundamentally

dangerous and unsound policy of distributing to

various local governments, huge sums of money
over which it has no control and for which it asks

no accounting. But under this Federal subsidy

bill the government will do nothing of the sort.

It will not give a penny to any state unless that

state conforms to federal standards. To qualify

for the federal subsidy, the state must report to

the Federal Secretary and if the report is unsatis-

factory the secretary will reject it. More than

this, he will require the states to file an annual

report. And if, in his judgment, the required

standards have not been maintained he is em-
powered to withhold all appropriations. The
secretary is sole judge. It is true that an advisory

committee is appointed to aid the secretary but

its function is purely consultive.

The proponents of the bill are evidently try-

ing to sit on both sides of the fence at the same
time. One section of the bill states in the most
explicit terms that the federal government shall

exercise no control over the local schools, while

another part of the bill sets up standards which
the state must meet in order to receive federal

money.
Any doubt as to the attitude of the Masons and

the National Educational Association can be

quickly dissipated by consulting any recent number
of the association's bulletin or any review such as

the Fellowship Forum.
The bulletin makes no attempt to show that

the proposed Department of Education could never

be influenced by political considerations. Prob-

ably the dismissal a few years ago of Dr. Claxton,

the head of the Bureau, to make way for a Republi-

can successor discouraged the attempt. But un-

dismayed by this play of partisan politics, the

association gallantly strives to show that the bill

will not create a federal control of the schools.

This is done by quoting a section which apparently
forbids such an encroachment on state rights and
by passing over in silence not only the plain pur-

pose of the bill but the very provisions which make
federal control inevitable.

An obnoxious piece of legislation remains ob-

noxious no matter how we may try to palliate or

camouflage its disagreeable features. After the

smoke screen of propaganda and partisanship has

been dissipated we can discern very clearly the

following facts: a department which is adminis-

tered by a political appointee, which fixes educa-

tional standards for the schools, which withholds


